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REMARKS 

.Mm, 61-64 have been added, and no claims have been canceled, 
this response, new claxms 61^4 b ^ ^ 

Accordingly, claims 1-16 and 19-64 are now pendmg. The OR* 
Examiner has been carefully considered. 

Chta s W. -.v. been — » »» " ^V^r ° Vtr 

Cb.u e, rO. (C.S. Patent No. 6030,499) .od Spaur at * (U.S. Paten, No. 5,732,074). 

Applicant's independent data 1 reei.es »me MB Perming ^te-^ ^ 
the application processor performing bighJevela^nM " <-«*-, -** h * 

eurrl, Office Action, the Examiner has newly argued, in response to 

regarding this reeUed use of two processor,, that Chou discloses a processor 300 that -nay be 
coupled to cormnunicate with "external devices" 360 such m a primer or fax, and that opuonally 
tfte processor 300 may be celled to a location sensing device snch as a GPS receiver 317 (col. 
3 lines 49-58) The Examiner further has argued that Chou discloses -other computing devees 
such a, a laptop or PDA that may perform the function of the processor 300 (coL 3. lines 63-67). 

Applicant best understands the Ercrrniner's argument to be that the above "other 
cc^puung devices" describes a Teal-ume interface processor" as recited by Applicant. Chou 
bribes mat external devices 360 cornmumcattag with processor 300 may include a notebook 
computer or PDA (col. 3, lines 49-53). Accordingly, Applicant further understands the 
Examiner's argument to be that external device 360 (e g., a laptop) may perform the ftnetton of 
the processor 300. 

As a first matter, Chou is describing the laptop as replacing the processor 300-Chou does 
not describe any separation of function in which one processor performs "real-time operations'' 
and another processor performs "high-level processing functions", each as recited by Apphcant's 
claim 1 Thus, use of the laptop instead of processor 300 would merely move the processus 
functionality in its totality from processor 300 to the laptop. Chou does not suggest any dmsum 
of processing functions, and does not describe any criteria for making any such dmsion. 
Further, the secondary reference, Spaur, does not provide any of these missing teachings. 
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„, Applied — 1 to bem ^ ZT,Z 

shows a vehide bus 140 coupled « client computet dev.ce .01 by .due 

Bg. 3 also A. ^ d ^ to be „ Riff, « 

« rr^ ^ — i «*- - *™ — 1,6 awBcatto ' 1 ^ ,o t 

^111 lu-s Fig. 3 shows interface .20 coupleo to vehicle bus .40, no, to remote 

m addition, also see Chou's Fig. 2 in which vehicle bus interface 330 couple, vehicle bus 
335 to p^cessor 300. Processor 300. which Chou describes a, performing lngh4evd — , 
is JL as ^ couple to neuvork interface 320 and cxternd devices 360. In other worts 
vehicle bus interface 330 does m couple processor 300 • bo* vehicle bus 335 and. to netwo k 
interface 320. Furthermore, Chou's selection of name for the "vehicle bus" interface 330 would 
suggest to one skilled in me art to use interface 330 on l y in, cnrmlw to a vehicle bus. 

The Examiner also argues that Chou discloses "the diagnostic server places the request 
on a job queue for the call center to process ...» and that this somehow is related to a gateway 
node mat comprises an HTTP and an application processor. However, Chou dearly describes the 
diagnostic server as being sepaxate from me velide 0*. not "in the vehicle" as recited by 
Applicant). Further, the Examiner's argument here does not suggest any preference of dictation 
a^essjDg between red-time openmons using an RTIP and high-level processing funcnons 
using an application processor. The Examiner's new arguments don't even explain how such an 
aUocation may be implied by Chou. Indeed, Applicant respect submits mat the relevance of 
this new argument is not adequately presented to support a prima facie case of obvrousuess. 

Applicant's independent claim 42 also recites that "me RTTP couples the application 
processor * a vehicle bus and to an extemd network" and is behaved allowable for at least the 
reasons discussed above. 
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« « one real-time *»~ ' perfornung n^vel processing 

facie case of obviousness. The Bcanuner has aoliEj he_yebicJe as 

phone (col. 3, lines 15-21). 

As was — — *<>ve, Chou describes a die* ™ ~ 

.he remote service center 200 by ^ of the ™ 
L 7-14- col. 4, line, 39-41; and Pig. 3). Chou also deseribes that the chen, computer dev.ee 

vehMe sfctus. among — M- 4. — 58-61). However, Chou does 

„ of two or more processors in the gateway node with one processor performmg 
operations and the otirer processor performing high-level process functions. The E^nnne 
his no, presented a clear prima facie ease or any ardent that snpports any such teaclnng or 

suggestion by Chou. 

The Examiner has a!so cited Span, (col. 8. lines 7-23). which describes a controller 30 for 
providing communication protocols in association with the Internet (col. 8, lines 24- 7, Spaur 
Lre teaches that contioller 30 is preferably a single microprocessor that performs multiple tasks 
^ a real time operating system. For.example, one of mese tasks is 1,0 mana^nen. 
However, Spaur does no, teach or suggest tire panning in a gateway "0*= of ^al-time 
operation! on a tirst processor and th. performing of high.!™, processing Actions on a second 
processor. 

Accordingly, even if controller 30 of Spaur were incorporated into me sys*m of Chou, a 
^on of skfll in the art would still a, mos, only use a single processor as mere is no suggestion 
ZZZZ I Spaur . do omerwise. Furthermore, for the sake of argument, even if a pe^on 
Tf sTin me ar, wl to use two processors in tire system of Chou, mere is no suggestion rn 
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* , » orations on the first of such processors and high-level 
eim er Chou or Spaur to do ar^ed ^t Spaur teaches penance of 

processing functions on the second. The Exammer has gu ^ ^ ^ 

multiple tasks, but has not presented any argument as to how Spaur can 
me useoftwo processor forme performance of such multiple tasks. 

, . , , - t „ ^ he RTIP predominantly performing real-time 
Applicant's independent claim 56 recites the Kiir pr „ rocessmg 
, . r *tmn urocessor predominantly performing high-level processing 
operations and the application processor pr 

■ u - ttip RTIP is coupled to provide information received from at least one 01 ui 
funcuons, wherein the RTIP is coupled P ^ 

vehicle elements to the application processor . Chou s Fig. 

101 and a vehicle bus interface 120. However, Chou does not describe any preyed 
dominant allocation of processing functions between device 101 and tn^ace 12 MM - 
Itted to "real-time operations* and ''high-level processing Actions" as recited by Apphcant s 

claim 56. 

Applied independents 57 recites ^maucaUy providing secure interoperability 
among J plurality of nodes of the a, cue vehicle internet - ,< c*t one 

Lormauon." When previous* discussing Applicant's Cairn 1, the Banner cited ^ 1.*- 
53-64 of Chou regarding providing secure interoperability. Apphcants chum 57 rectes 

p^ding secure intcropcrabiiity to , 1^. «-» ta — ,^^"1! 

d- -L of Chou describes the cation of information from • vehtcle's n_ 
systems, Us transfer to a remote service center for process** and an informal rep y from *. 
Service center to the driver. Tnere is no menuon here in Chou of prov.dmg secure 
uueroperabiltty toaperiphenu din* device of aveMcle internetwork. 

Chou also does no, mention here that any secure interoperabnuy ,s pr<mded 
„ coupon and secunty infcnnauo. M Chou mere.y describes the sendtng o, 
jnfonnation from the vehicle's mordloring system. 

Ue Examiner has also cited Chou a. co!. 3, lines .6-32, as reading using node 
information inciuding configuration and security information to provide secure 
T« leas, one periphera. e,ec»onic device. Chou here describes ft* processor ^ 300 of ^ 
ZL is integral with a net»o* interface 320 . provide corornunicat.on capabdny wth .he 



19 



PAGE 20/22 ' RCVDAT 11/8/2006 3:41:43 PM (Eastern Standard Time]* SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-2/0 * DNIS:2738300 ' CSID:602445 8100 1 DURATION (mm-ss):07-06 



@021 



PATENT 

SetudNo. 09/680,608 DocketNo. 78700.020115 

^ H^ribes that the network interface preferably 
reraote service center 200. Cho. f*** *~£^L communication aspects of the 
_ prises a wireless ^ ^ secure in^perahilitv to a 

telephone. Yet, this cited section does not discuss provi g 

peripheral electronic device. 

^ — * chou _ * — - tC^^Sl - 

111 delicl * «* — - 

information. 

Further, Sp»* does not teach or suggest this autom*cal.y provide scour. 
^ F« — Spaur - cc, .0, Unas 50-55 ^ « - * 
connecting . — area netwo* (CAN) bus .26 to each nM. *«- ^ 
to veh.Ce devices is op^veiy associated w«h a CAN uuerfcee, - «- - « 
embodiment, -h of the CAN nnerfaces is connected ht "daisy-chain- f^on as p. .of *e 
12 6 nation. However, theEsaminer b. not clear., argued how Spaur teaches here 
r ,„ IL^tv is provide * -figuration and secunty —on. 

Therefore, claim 57 is believed allowable over Cbou and Spaur. 

AppHc^t's new dependent data. 64 reci.es that "tie RTTP coup.es ft. application 
^cesser ,o a vehiOe bus and to an external network" and is believed aUowable for a. .east the 
reasons discussed with respect to this claim language in Applicant's claim 1 above. 

Applicant's other new claims 61-63 all depend, directly or indtactly, from Applicant's 
^dependent Cain, 56 and are beheved allowable for at bast the reasons discussed above. 

Applicant's other pending dependent claims all depend, direcuy or indirectly, ftom 

, , . , « jg 56 and 57 and ate believed allowable for at least the 
Applicant's independent claims 1, 42, 49, 56, ana d /, anu <u 

reasons discussed above. 

fc view of me above, AppUcan, respectfuUy reouests the reconsideration o. T uds 

^on and the aUowance of a« pending Cain,, * is respectMy ~d that the 
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«fiJW traversed and that the application is no* in order 
Exandner's reject have been successfully ^ not expU citly 

for AppUcant beiieves that any of ^ ^ ^ ^ 

these other arguments- Accordingly, re 
courteously solicited. 



Date: November 8, 2006 



Respectfully submitted, 



Bruce T. Neel 
Reg. No. 37,406 
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